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A	
  lot	
  can	
  be	
  learned	
  from	
  the	
  implementa:on	
  of	
  Reading	
  First	
  
through	
  examining	
  teachers’	
  prac:ces!!	
  	
  	
  

From	
  the	
  federally	
  funded	
  RF	
  Implementa9on	
  Evalua9on,	
  	
  Final	
  
Report:	
  “Reading	
  First	
  is	
  a	
  major	
  federal	
  ini9a9ve	
  that	
  builds	
  on	
  
years	
  of	
  scien9fic	
  research	
  in	
  reading	
  to	
  ensure	
  that	
  all	
  children	
  
can	
  read	
  at	
  or	
  above	
  grade	
  level	
  by	
  the	
  end	
  of	
  third	
  grade”	
  (p.	
  2).	
  	
  

Ques9ons:	
  Did	
  teachers’	
  prac9ces	
  conform	
  to	
  those	
  
recommended	
  by	
  reading	
  researchers	
  to	
  ensure	
  that	
  children	
  
learn	
  to	
  read	
  well?	
  	
  To	
  what	
  extent	
  were	
  promising	
  research-­‐
based	
  prac9ces	
  not	
  implemented	
  well—not	
  given	
  priority	
  in	
  the	
  
RF	
  ini9a9ve?	
  	
  

Goal	
  of	
  this	
  paper:	
  	
  to	
  provide	
  useful	
  informa9on	
  for	
  educators,	
  
par9cularly	
  elementary	
  teachers	
  and	
  school	
  administrators	
  in	
  
schools	
  lagging	
  behind	
  achievement	
  standards	
  in	
  Michigan.	
  	
  



Data	
  sources	
  

Classroom	
  observa,ons:	
  	
  	
  
 Two	
  studies	
  of	
  classroom	
  prac9ces	
  (2005-­‐2006;	
  2006-­‐2007)	
  
 Systema9c	
  observa9ons	
  of	
  the	
  literacy	
  block	
  	
  
 Four	
  visits	
  to	
  each	
  of	
  the	
  par9cipa9ng	
  classrooms.	
  	
  
 In	
  the	
  first	
  year,	
  90	
  classrooms,	
  K	
  through	
  grade	
  3;	
  in	
  the	
  second	
  
year,	
  88	
  classrooms	
  in	
  grades	
  2	
  and	
  3.	
  

Surveys	
  
 All	
  RF	
  teachers	
  completed	
  surveys	
  three	
  9mes	
  a	
  year	
  	
  
 Teachers	
  responded	
  to	
  ques9ons	
  about	
  their	
  prac9ces,	
  their	
  
sa9sfac9on	
  with	
  their	
  work,	
  and	
  other	
  related	
  topics.	
  	
  	
  	
  

Details	
  about	
  the	
  design	
  and	
  implementa9on	
  of	
  the	
  classroom	
  
prac9ces	
  studies	
  	
  are	
  available	
  from	
  the	
  first	
  author	
  on	
  request.	
  	
  



Background	
  

Michigan	
  was	
  at	
  the	
  forefront	
  of	
  the	
  Reading	
  First	
  ini9a9ve.	
  	
  
 It	
  was	
  one	
  of	
  the	
  first	
  states	
  to	
  have	
  its	
  plan	
  approved	
  by	
  the	
  US	
  
Department	
  of	
  Educa9on.	
  	
  
 It	
  was	
  one	
  of	
  the	
  first	
  states	
  to	
  implement	
  their	
  program	
  statewide,	
  
star9ng	
  in	
  the	
  summer	
  of	
  2002	
  
 State	
  RF	
  program	
  directors,	
  facilitators,	
  and	
  district	
  personnel	
  were	
  
responsible	
  for	
  overseeing	
  the	
  implementa9on	
  of	
  the	
  RF	
  plans	
  in	
  all	
  
par9cipa9ng	
  districts	
  and	
  schools.	
  
 As	
  evaluators,	
  we	
  par9cipated	
  in	
  the	
  process	
  of	
  collec9ng	
  test	
  data,	
  
providing	
  the	
  state	
  with	
  an	
  annual	
  progress	
  report,	
  and	
  providing	
  
technical	
  assistance	
  as	
  needed.	
  

In	
  the	
  fall	
  of	
  2005,	
  par9cipa9ng	
  in	
  Michigan’s	
  Reading	
  First	
  were	
  32	
  
Round	
  1	
  schools	
  (those	
  that	
  started	
  in	
  2002),	
  60	
  Round	
  2	
  schools	
  
(those	
  that	
  started	
  in	
  2003),	
  and	
  66	
  Round	
  3	
  schools.	
  As	
  of	
  2005,	
  
more	
  than	
  1,750	
  teachers	
  were	
  implemen9ng	
  the	
  RF	
  program	
  in	
  their	
  
school.	
  



The	
  goals	
  of	
  RF:	
  
 The	
  provisions	
  of	
  the	
  RF	
  legisla9on	
  were	
  intended	
  to	
  improve	
  teachers’	
  
instruc9on	
  in	
  reading,	
  which	
  in	
  turn	
  would	
  lead	
  to	
  improved	
  reading	
  
achievement	
  in	
  high	
  poverty	
  schools.	
  
 The	
  U.S.	
  Department	
  of	
  Educa9on’s	
  guidance	
  for	
  RF	
  (U.S.	
  Department	
  of	
  
Educa9on,	
  April	
  2002)	
  set	
  the	
  expecta9on	
  that	
  all	
  students	
  would	
  be	
  
reading	
  at	
  grade	
  level	
  by	
  the	
  end	
  of	
  third	
  grade.	
  
 This	
  set	
  a	
  high	
  standard:	
  	
  	
  few	
  students	
  in	
  high	
  poverty	
  schools	
  in	
  
Michigan	
  (grades	
  1-­‐3)	
  were	
  reading	
  at	
  grade	
  level,	
  even	
  at	
  the	
  end	
  of	
  their	
  
first	
  year	
  in	
  the	
  RF	
  program.	
  	
  	
  

Results	
  
Improvement	
  in	
  the	
  percentage	
  of	
  students	
  whose	
  reading	
  
comprehension	
  was	
  at	
  or	
  above	
  grade	
  level	
  across	
  the	
  years	
  of	
  RF	
  were	
  
overall	
  modest.	
  	
  Students	
  in	
  RF	
  schools	
  in	
  Michigan	
  made	
  significant	
  gains	
  
in	
  first	
  and	
  second	
  grade,	
  but	
  this	
  was	
  not	
  the	
  case	
  for	
  third	
  graders	
  
(Carlisle,	
  Cor9na,	
  &	
  Zeng,	
  2010).	
  



(From	
  Carlisle,	
  Cor9na	
  &	
  Zeng,	
  2010)	
  







Our	
  purpose	
  is	
  to	
  share	
  important	
  “lessons	
  learned”	
  that	
  might	
  be	
  
valuable	
  to	
  other	
  teachers	
  and	
  school	
  administrators.	
  	
  We	
  focus	
  on	
  
findings	
  that	
  appear	
  to	
  play	
  a	
  cri9cal	
  role	
  in	
  the	
  quality	
  of	
  instruc9on	
  for	
  
early	
  elementary	
  students	
  in	
  high	
  poverty	
  schools.	
  	
  

We	
  present	
  four	
  important	
  “lessons”	
  in	
  each	
  of	
  two	
  categories.	
  	
  

 The	
  first	
  category	
  involves	
  literacy	
  instruc9onal	
  prac9ces	
  that	
  confirm	
  
what	
  we	
  might	
  expect,	
  given	
  research	
  on	
  early	
  literacy	
  for	
  underachieving	
  
students	
  and	
  students	
  at	
  risk	
  for	
  reading	
  difficul9es	
  available	
  at	
  the	
  9me	
  
the	
  NCLB	
  Act	
  was	
  passed.	
  	
  Our	
  findings	
  suggest	
  that	
  these	
  were	
  effec9ve	
  
prac9ces	
  in	
  the	
  RF	
  program	
  in	
  Michigan.	
  	
  

 The	
  second	
  category	
  involves	
  research-­‐supported	
  prac9ces	
  that	
  
differed	
  from	
  or	
  did	
  not	
  comply	
  with	
  experts’	
  recommenda9ons.	
  They	
  
might	
  have	
  been	
  implemented	
  but	
  not	
  implemented	
  well,	
  given	
  our	
  
examina9on	
  of	
  students’	
  gains	
  in	
  reading	
  achievement.	
  	
  	
  



Confirma:on	
  of	
  Effec:ve	
  Prac:ces:	
  

 Provide	
  Instruc9on	
  as	
  Guided	
  by	
  the	
  Comprehensive	
  Program	
  

 Make	
  Use	
  of	
  Flexible	
  Grouping	
  and	
  Differen9ated	
  Instruc9on	
  

 Provide	
  Systema9c,	
  Explicit	
  Instruc9on	
  

 Set	
  Up	
  Procedures	
  and	
  Maintain	
  Support	
  for	
  School-­‐Wide	
  
Collabora9on	
  



The	
  comprehensive	
  programs	
  provided	
  a	
  way	
  to	
  address	
  all	
  5	
  
components	
  with	
  sufficient	
  materials	
  to	
  meet	
  the	
  needs	
  of	
  	
  beginning	
  
readers:	
  	
  	
  

Reading	
  research	
  shows	
  that	
  both	
  the	
  development	
  of	
  basic	
  skills	
  and	
  
opportuni9es	
  to	
  use	
  these	
  in	
  authen9c	
  reading	
  and	
  wri9ng	
  ac9vi9es	
  
are	
  cri9cal	
  features	
  of	
  effec9ve	
  instruc9on	
  in	
  early	
  elementary	
  reading	
  
instruc9on.	
  Moats	
  (1999)	
  and	
  other	
  recommended	
  that	
  comprehensive	
  
programs	
  that	
  met	
  “criteria”	
  of	
  scien9fically-­‐based	
  research	
  would	
  
provide	
  structure,	
  coverage	
  of	
  necessary	
  content,	
  and	
  resources	
  for	
  
struggling	
  readers—useful	
  to	
  coordinate	
  instruc9on	
  within	
  and	
  across	
  
classrooms.	
  	
  

Our	
  observa:ons	
  showed	
  that,	
  overall,	
  teachers	
  varied	
  in	
  the	
  amount	
  
of	
  9me	
  spent	
  on	
  the	
  five	
  components	
  required	
  by	
  Reading	
  First	
  but	
  
tended	
  to	
  use	
  the	
  comprehensive	
  program	
  more	
  for	
  instruc9on	
  in	
  
some	
  areas	
  than	
  others	
  (e.g.,	
  more	
  in	
  reading	
  comprehension	
  than	
  
phonics).	
  	
  



Phonics/PA	
  

Fluency	
  

Wri9ng)	
  

Comprehension	
  

Vocabulary	
  

Centers	
  

Propor:on	
  of	
  lessons	
  for	
  different	
  literacy	
  purposes	
  in	
  
second	
  and	
  third	
  grade	
  classrooms	
  



	
  Percent	
  of	
  Lessons	
  with	
  Different	
  Purposes	
  	
  
(Grade	
  2	
  and	
  3	
  Classrooms,	
  2006-­‐2007)	
  





Teachers’	
  views	
  of	
  the	
  comprehensive	
  program	
  

Reading	
  First	
  required	
  the	
  use	
  of	
  a	
  comprehensive	
  program	
  to	
  guide	
  
reading	
  instruc9on	
  as	
  a	
  way	
  to	
  provide	
  scien9fically-­‐based	
  reading	
  
instruc9on.	
  	
  Did	
  this	
  work	
  well	
  for	
  teachers?	
  

 We	
  asked	
  teachers	
  to	
  respond	
  to	
  a	
  survey	
  with	
  ques9ons	
  about	
  their	
  
prac9ces.	
  	
  
 One	
  item	
  read,	
  “Reading	
  materials	
  and	
  lesson	
  in	
  the	
  comprehensive	
  
program	
  provide	
  me	
  with	
  an	
  effec,ve	
  way	
  to	
  meet	
  the	
  learning	
  needs	
  
of	
  all	
  my	
  students.”	
  	
  	
  	
  
 Of	
  the	
  1,672	
  teachers	
  who	
  responded	
  to	
  this	
  item,	
  82	
  percent	
  
strongly	
  agreed	
  with	
  this	
  statement.	
  	
  





Flexible	
  grouping	
  and	
  differen:ated	
  instruc:on:	
  

Reading	
  research:	
  Making	
  use	
  of	
  different	
  grouping	
  arrangements	
  was	
  
recommended	
  by	
  reading	
  researchers.	
  Focus	
  was	
  par9cularly	
  on	
  the	
  use	
  
of	
  small	
  groups	
  to	
  provide	
  differen9ated	
  instruc9on.	
  

Our	
  studies:	
  
 Analysis	
  of	
  classroom	
  observa9on	
  showed	
  that,	
  on	
  average,	
  second-­‐	
  and	
  
third-­‐grade	
  teachers	
  taught	
  5	
  or	
  6	
  different	
  lessons	
  in	
  a	
  literacy	
  block	
  that	
  
lasted	
  between	
  90	
  and	
  120	
  minutes.	
  	
  
 Of	
  all	
  the	
  lessons,	
  59.3%	
  of	
  lessons	
  were	
  whole	
  class..	
  	
  
 In	
  one	
  study,	
  9me	
  spent	
  working	
  with	
  students	
  in	
  small	
  groups	
  (during	
  
literacy	
  centers	
  9me)	
  contributed	
  to	
  first	
  graders’	
  gains	
  on	
  DIBELS	
  
Nonsense	
  Word	
  Reading	
  (Carlisle	
  &	
  Berebitsky,	
  2009).	
  	
  	
  
 In	
  another	
  study,	
  teachers	
  provided	
  more	
  support	
  for	
  students’	
  learning	
  
from	
  texts	
  when	
  they	
  are	
  working	
  with	
  students	
  in	
  small	
  groups	
  than	
  
when	
  they	
  are	
  teaching	
  the	
  whole	
  class	
  (Carlisle,	
  Dwyer,	
  Learned,	
  &	
  
Berebitsky,	
  April	
  2011).	
  	
  





Teachers’	
  instruc:onal	
  ac:ons:	
  	
  Of	
  three	
  dimensions,	
  teacher-­‐directed	
  
instruc:on	
  has	
  a	
  major	
  role,	
  similar	
  to	
  “explicit”	
  instruc:on	
  

From	
  Carlisle,	
  Kelcey,	
  Berebitsky,	
  &	
  Phelps,	
  2010	
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Interac:on	
  of	
  Reading	
  Comprehension	
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  Teacher-­‐
Directed	
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  Breakdown	
  by	
  Students’	
  Eligibility	
  for	
  Free	
  or	
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  Price	
  Lunch	
  	
  

Note.	
  	
  The	
  TDI	
  values	
  are	
  standardized	
  coefficients;	
  nega9ve	
  1	
  represents	
  
below	
  average	
  use	
  of	
  TDI,	
  posi9ve	
  1	
  represents	
  above	
  average	
  use	
  of	
  TDI	
  .	
  



School-­‐wide	
  collabora:on:	
  
Research:	
  Improvements	
  in	
  the	
  quality	
  of	
  instruc9on	
  (of	
  the	
  kind	
  that	
  
lead	
  to	
  improvements	
  in	
  students’	
  achievement)	
  is	
  unlikely	
  to	
  come	
  
about	
  unless	
  there	
  is	
  substan9al	
  opportunity	
  for	
  teachers	
  and	
  
administrators	
  to	
  work	
  together	
  to	
  develop	
  a	
  cohesive	
  plan	
  and	
  
mechanisms	
  for	
  learning	
  about	
  and	
  carrying	
  out	
  effec9ve	
  instruc9on.	
  

Our	
  study:	
  
Teachers	
  responded	
  to	
  statements	
  about	
  school	
  support,	
  opportuni9es	
  
to	
  collaborate,	
  and	
  means	
  of	
  communica9on	
  between	
  teachers	
  and	
  
their	
  principal	
  around	
  literacy	
  instruc9on	
  (Berebitsky,	
  Goddard,	
  Carlisle	
  
&	
  Feng,	
  2009).	
  	
  (See	
  next	
  slide	
  for	
  examples.)	
  

Results:	
  	
  	
  
The	
  more	
  teachers	
  reported	
  that	
  their	
  principal	
  supported	
  their	
  efforts	
  
to	
  improve	
  reading	
  instruc9on,	
  the	
  more	
  likely	
  they	
  were	
  to	
  engage	
  in	
  
regular,	
  high	
  quality	
  communica9on	
  around	
  issues	
  of	
  literacy.	
  
Preliminary	
  results	
  from	
  a	
  follow-­‐up	
  study	
  suggest	
  that	
  extent	
  of	
  
collabora9on	
  contributed	
  to	
  gains	
  in	
  student	
  achievement.	
  





Collabora:on	
  from	
  the	
  perspec:ve	
  of	
  special	
  educators:	
  

 Data	
  source:	
  online	
  survey	
  carried	
  out	
  in	
  2008.	
  The	
  purpose	
  was	
  
to	
  gain	
  insight	
  into	
  the	
  impact	
  of	
  policy	
  changes	
  on	
  the	
  knowledge	
  
and	
  prac9ces	
  of	
  special	
  educa9on	
  teachers.	
  Completed	
  by	
  155	
  
special	
  educa9on	
  teachers	
  in	
  Michigan,	
  65	
  in	
  RF	
  schools	
  and	
  150	
  
in	
  other	
  elementary	
  schools.	
  	
  The	
  two	
  groups	
  were	
  comparable	
  in	
  
terms	
  of	
  geographical	
  loca9on,	
  professional	
  degrees,	
  years	
  of	
  
teaching	
  experience,	
  number	
  of	
  special	
  educa9on	
  endorsements,	
  
and	
  current	
  assignment.	
  	
  

 Comparison	
  of	
  RF	
  and	
  Non-­‐RF	
  special	
  educa:on	
  teachers	
  
showed	
  that	
  RF	
  provided	
  opportuni:es	
  for	
  greater	
  collabora:on	
  
amongst	
  special	
  and	
  general	
  educa:on	
  teachers	
  as	
  well	
  as	
  
instruc:onal	
  leaders.	
  	
  	
  
 This	
  collabora:on	
  provided	
  RF	
  teachers	
  with	
  a	
  sense	
  of	
  greater	
  
familiarity	
  with	
  the	
  general	
  educa:on	
  curriculum	
  and	
  a	
  greater	
  
awareness	
  of	
  effec:ve	
  literacy	
  instruc:on.	
  



Classroom	
  Prac:ces	
  That	
  Did	
  Not	
  Meet	
  Expecta:ons	
  

 Provide	
  Students	
  with	
  Cogni9ve	
  Challenges	
  

 Help	
  Students	
  Understand	
  Reading	
  Processes	
  and	
  Monitor	
  
Their	
  Own	
  Reading	
  

 Provide	
  Extensive	
  Support	
  for	
  Vocabulary	
  Learning	
  

 Support	
  Students’	
  Interest,	
  Engagement,	
  and	
  Learning	
  



Providing	
  instruc:on	
  that	
  is	
  cogni:vely	
  challenging:	
  

The	
  extent	
  or	
  level	
  of	
  cogni9vely	
  challenging	
  instruc9on	
  is	
  
significantly	
  related	
  to	
  students’	
  gains	
  in	
  reading	
  (e.g.,	
  Taylor	
  et	
  al.,	
  
2001).	
  	
  

Our	
  study:	
  During	
  observa9ons	
  in	
  90	
  kindergarten	
  through	
  grade	
  
3	
  classrooms	
  in	
  2005-­‐2006,	
  observers	
  noted	
  the	
  presence	
  of	
  any	
  
of	
  five	
  cogni9vely	
  challenging	
  interac9ons	
  during	
  lessons	
  of	
  
literacy	
  instruc9on	
  (e.g.,	
  engaging	
  students	
  in	
  analysis	
  of	
  texts.)	
  

Results:	
  	
  very	
  few	
  instances	
  of	
  cogni9ve	
  challenge	
  were	
  observed.	
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Helping	
  student’s	
  understand	
  reading	
  processes	
  and	
  purposes	
  

Reading	
  research:	
  Teachers	
  should	
  help	
  young	
  readers	
  understand	
  reading	
  
processes	
  and	
  learn	
  to	
  understand	
  and	
  take	
  responsibility	
  for	
  their	
  own	
  reading;	
  self-­‐
regula9on	
  becomes	
  a	
  key	
  factor	
  when	
  students	
  are	
  reading	
  texts	
  independently	
  
(e.g.,	
  Perry	
  &	
  VandeKamp,	
  2000).	
  	
  

Teachers	
  can	
  take	
  ac9ons	
  to	
  engage	
  students’	
  interest	
  in	
  what	
  they	
  are	
  learning	
  and	
  
why..	
  	
  	
  
 Achieving	
  the	
  literacy	
  goals	
  for	
  each	
  student	
  becomes	
  partly	
  the	
  responsibility	
  of	
  
the	
  student,	
  not	
  just	
  the	
  plan	
  and	
  goal	
  of	
  the	
  teacher.	
  	
  	
  
 Teachers	
  can	
  explain	
  to	
  students	
  what	
  they	
  hope	
  they	
  will	
  learn	
  from	
  a	
  given	
  
lesson	
  and	
  why	
  this	
  is	
  important.	
  	
  
 Teachers	
  can	
  provide	
  construc9ve	
  feedback	
  to	
  students	
  so	
  they	
  know	
  what	
  they	
  
are	
  good	
  at	
  and	
  what	
  they	
  s9ll	
  need	
  to	
  work	
  on.	
  	
  	
  

Our	
  study	
  results:	
  Teachers	
  open	
  gave	
  direc9ons	
  for	
  lessons	
  and	
  specific	
  ac9vi9es	
  
but	
  seldom	
  explained	
  the	
  value	
  of	
  the	
  lesson	
  for	
  the	
  students.	
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Suppor:ng	
  students’	
  understanding	
  of	
  reading:	
  	
  	
  Percent	
  of	
  lessons	
  in	
  
in	
  which	
  three	
  instruc:onal	
  ac:ons	
  to	
  provide	
  structure	
  for	
  students’	
  
understanding	
  of	
  reading	
  were	
  observed	
  	
  



Suppor:ng	
  students’	
  engagement	
  and	
  interest:	
  

Reading	
  research:	
  	
  There	
  are	
  decided	
  benefits	
  to	
  engaging	
  students’	
  
interest	
  in	
  reading	
  and	
  involvement	
  in	
  reading	
  ac9vi9es	
  (e.g.,	
  Guthrie	
  &	
  
Ozgungor,	
  2002).	
  	
  Students	
  who	
  are	
  mo9vated	
  to	
  read	
  are	
  more	
  likely	
  to	
  
make	
  gains	
  in	
  their	
  reading	
  achievement	
  than	
  those	
  who	
  are	
  not	
  
invested	
  in	
  reading.	
  	
  

Our	
  study:	
  	
  We	
  coded	
  teachers’	
  instruc9onal	
  ac9ons	
  intended	
  to	
  engage	
  
students’	
  interest	
  and	
  involvement	
  in	
  literacy	
  lessons.	
  These	
  included	
  
fostering	
  discussion,	
  giving	
  students	
  chances	
  to	
  task	
  ques,ons	
  (e.g.,	
  
clarify	
  points	
  of	
  confusion),	
  and	
  providing	
  feedback	
  to	
  students	
  about	
  
their	
  performance	
  or	
  progress.	
  	
  

Results:	
  	
  In	
  reading	
  comprehension	
  lessons,	
  the	
  more	
  teachers	
  used	
  
these	
  instruc:onal	
  ac:ons,	
  the	
  greater	
  the	
  gains	
  on	
  the	
  ITBS	
  Reading	
  
Comprehension	
  measure	
  (when	
  taking	
  lesson	
  features,	
  classroom	
  
demographics,	
  and	
  teacher	
  characteris:cs	
  into	
  account)	
  



Vocabulary	
  instruc:on:	
  

Research	
  base:	
  	
  Effec9ve	
  vocabulary	
  instruc9on	
  is	
  especially	
  cri9cal	
  
for	
  students	
  whose	
  reading	
  comprehension	
  lags	
  behind	
  that	
  of	
  their	
  
peers.	
  Vocabulary	
  knowledge	
  is	
  significantly	
  related	
  to	
  reading	
  
comprehension	
  achievement	
  (e.g.,	
  Beck	
  &	
  McKeown,	
  2007;	
  
Biemiller,	
  2004.	
  	
  	
  

To	
  catch	
  up	
  to	
  their	
  peers,	
  vocabulary-­‐disadvantaged	
  students	
  need	
  
to	
  acquire	
  vocabulary	
  at	
  an	
  above-­‐average	
  rate.	
  	
  For	
  such	
  students,	
  
vocabulary	
  instruc9on	
  must	
  involve	
  direct	
  teaching	
  of	
  high	
  frequency	
  
words	
  and	
  words	
  in	
  texts	
  that	
  students	
  read.	
  
Teachers	
  must	
  also	
  take	
  advantage	
  of	
  “teachable	
  moments”-­‐-­‐	
  
opportuni9es	
  to	
  engage	
  students	
  in	
  learning	
  words	
  that	
  come	
  up	
  
incidentally	
  throughout	
  the	
  school	
  day.	
  





Study	
  of	
  teachers’	
  vocabulary	
  instruc:on:	
  

Purpose:	
  to	
  determine	
  the	
  extent	
  to	
  which	
  teachers	
  in	
  high	
  poverty	
  
schools	
  provided	
  their	
  students	
  with	
  the	
  kinds	
  of	
  intensive	
  and	
  
extensive	
  opportuni9es	
  needed	
  to	
  make	
  substan9al	
  gains	
  in	
  their	
  
vocabulary	
  

Method:	
  we	
  coded	
  teachers’	
  use	
  of	
  five	
  discourse	
  ac9ons	
  that	
  varied	
  in	
  
aqen9on	
  to	
  depth	
  of	
  understanding	
  of	
  a	
  word’s	
  meaning	
  and	
  
engagement	
  of	
  the	
  students.	
  	
  

General	
  finding:	
  	
  Of	
  the	
  1,068	
  observed	
  lessons,	
  13.3%	
  had	
  vocabulary	
  
as	
  the	
  primary	
  purpose	
  with	
  an	
  average	
  dura9on	
  of	
  12.7	
  minutes	
  (11.7	
  
SD).	
  	
  



Teachers’	
  discourse	
  ac:ons:	
  

(a)  the	
  teacher	
  provides	
  the	
  defini9on	
  of	
  the	
  target	
  word	
  to	
  
the	
  students;	
  

(b)	
  the	
  teacher	
  guides	
  students	
  in	
  examining	
  the	
  word	
  as	
  used	
  
	
  in	
  context;	
  	
  

(c)	
  the	
  teacher	
  asks	
  students	
  to	
  use	
  or	
  read	
  a	
  word	
  as	
  it	
  is	
  used	
  
	
  in	
  a	
  sentence	
  (open	
  taken	
  from	
  the	
  text);	
  

(d)	
  the	
  teachers	
  engages	
  students	
  in	
  discussion	
  of	
  word	
  
	
  meanings;	
  and	
  	
  

(e)	
  the	
  teacher	
  asks	
  students	
  to	
  define	
  words	
  themselves.	
  	
  



Vocabulary	
  instruc9on	
  



Rela:on	
  of	
  vocabulary	
  instruc:on	
  and	
  gains	
  in	
  reading	
  
comprehension:	
  

Taking	
  context	
  into	
  account,	
  we	
  found	
  that	
  the	
  extent	
  of	
  teachers’	
  
engagement	
  in	
  word	
  instruc9on	
  was	
  associated	
  with	
  student	
  
achievement	
  in	
  reading	
  comprehension	
  in	
  high-­‐	
  and	
  low-­‐performing	
  
classrooms	
  (based	
  on	
  the	
  student’s	
  average	
  prior	
  achievement	
  ITBS	
  
reading	
  comprehension	
  subtest).	
  

	
  We	
  separated	
  classes	
  into	
  two	
  groups—those	
  above	
  and	
  those	
  below	
  
the	
  median	
  classroom.	
  

	
  Adjus:ng	
  for	
  baseline	
  differences,	
  the	
  results	
  suggested	
  that	
  teachers’	
  
engagement	
  in	
  vocabulary	
  instruc:on	
  contributed	
  to	
  students’	
  gains	
  in	
  
reading	
  comprehension	
  in	
  classrooms	
  with	
  lower	
  prior	
  comprehension	
  
scores	
  but	
  not	
  to	
  gains	
  in	
  achievement	
  in	
  classrooms	
  with	
  above	
  
average	
  comprehension.	
  	
  



Summary:	
  

Reading	
  First	
  in	
  Michigan	
  appeared	
  to	
  implement	
  the	
  aspects	
  of	
  
instruc9on	
  that	
  were	
  central	
  to	
  the	
  ini9a9ve	
  with	
  quality	
  and	
  reasonably	
  
good	
  results.	
  These	
  derived	
  from	
  reading	
  research,	
  and	
  so	
  we	
  can	
  see	
  
substan9ally	
  complementary	
  findings.	
  

This	
  includes	
  systema9c	
  instruc9on	
  (through	
  use	
  of	
  the	
  comprehensive	
  
program,	
  explicit	
  instruc9on,	
  flexible	
  grouping/differen9a9ed	
  instruc9on,	
  
and	
  school-­‐wide	
  collabora9on.	
  Further,	
  a	
  collec9ve	
  school	
  commitment	
  
to	
  working	
  toward	
  the	
  program	
  goals	
  (with	
  support	
  from	
  the	
  principal)	
  
was	
  cri9cal.	
  

Areas	
  which	
  the	
  program	
  did	
  not	
  implement	
  strong	
  recommenda9ons	
  of	
  
researchers	
  included	
  helping	
  students	
  acquire	
  understanding	
  and	
  control	
  
of	
  their	
  own	
  reading,	
  using	
  various	
  methods	
  to	
  engage	
  students’	
  interest	
  
and	
  mo9va9on,	
  challenging	
  students	
  to	
  think	
  and	
  reason,	
  and	
  providing	
  
sufficient	
  instruc9on	
  in	
  vocabulary.	
  	
  



Recommenda:ons:	
  

It	
  is	
  important	
  to	
  remember	
  that	
  our	
  results	
  speak	
  to	
  trends	
  over	
  9me	
  without	
  an	
  
implica9on	
  that	
  all	
  teachers’	
  prac9ces	
  were	
  the	
  same.	
  	
  Overall,	
  we	
  found	
  lots	
  of	
  
varia9on	
  in	
  teachers’	
  use	
  of	
  9me	
  for	
  different	
  purposes,	
  the	
  grouping	
  
arrangements	
  they	
  preferred,	
  the	
  materials	
  they	
  used,	
  and	
  so	
  on.	
  	
  	
  
We	
  do	
  not	
  know	
  why	
  many	
  of	
  the	
  most	
  important	
  prac9ces	
  were	
  rarely	
  observed	
  
in	
  Reading	
  First	
  classrooms	
  (e.g.,	
  challenging	
  students	
  to	
  reason);	
  however,	
  other	
  
researchers	
  have	
  reported	
  similar	
  findings	
  (e.g.,	
  Taylor	
  et	
  al.,	
  2002).	
  

The	
  results	
  of	
  our	
  studies	
  account	
  to	
  some	
  extent	
  for	
  gains	
  in	
  students’	
  reading,	
  
but	
  it	
  is	
  not	
  appropriate	
  to	
  infer	
  that	
  the	
  findings	
  explain	
  why	
  Reading	
  First	
  was	
  
not	
  more	
  effec9ve	
  especially	
  in	
  third	
  grade.	
  	
  Many	
  factors	
  other	
  than	
  reading	
  
instruc9on	
  affect	
  the	
  quality	
  of	
  implementa9on	
  and	
  students’	
  reading	
  
achievement.	
  

Nonetheless,	
  it	
  would	
  be	
  wonderful	
  indeed	
  if	
  other	
  teachers	
  can	
  learn	
  from	
  the	
  
results	
  of	
  the	
  Reading	
  First	
  program	
  in	
  Michigan.	
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